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A B S T R A C T 
The purpose of this paper is to determine the Key Success Factors in the operationalization of BP. 
Tapera (Public Housing Savings Implementing Agency), so that solutions to the challenges faced by 
institutions in the future will be found, as well as ways to achieve successful performance. As results 
of external analysis research, showing several key success factors, including: high economic growth, 
large population, implementation of mandatory Tapera membership, high yielding Tapera fund 
accumulation, transparent and accountable Tapera administration principles, culture of mutual 
cooperation and humanity, availability of adequate office/branch services, availability of integrated 
IT, Decrease Termination of Employment, Employment Increase, Price Stability, Equitable 
Development Results, Participant Awareness and Trust, Employer Support, Land Bank Availability. 
As a follow-up study, BP. Tapera must immediately develop and perform strategies to implement these 
key success factors. 
© 2021 by the authors. Licensee SSBFNET, Istanbul, Turkey. This article is an open access article 
distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution (CC BY) license 




In Indonesia, the purpose of the Social Security Program is to fulfill the basic needs of a decent life for all participants and their 
families. There are 3 types of Social Security Programs that have been running, namely: Health Social Security Program organized 
by BPJS Kesehatan and operated since January 1, 2014, Employment Social Security Program organized by BPJS Ketenagakerjaan 
and operated since July 1 2015, and the newly launched Tapera program , organized by BP. Tapera since 2020. 
The aim of the Tapera program is to raise and provide long-term low-cost funds for financing affordable housing. This is intended to 
immediately address the problem of housing finance, statistics show a housing backlog of 13 million units at the end of 2015 and 7.6 
million units at the end of 2019. The government provides Tapera Benefits for Low-Income Communities (MBR) which do not own 
a house to be able to own a house, while for non-MBR, the benefits are in the form of old-age savings and home improvement 
financing. Participation in the Tapera Program is mandatory for every worker with income above the minimum wage and is 18 
(eighteen) years old or married at the time of registration. The two main functions of the Tapera program are as a source of housing 
finance and old-age savings (in the form of savings plus investment). The principle of implementing the Tapera program is mutual 
cooperation, where only MBR receive housing finance assistance, while non-MBR who are actively saving are only entitled to receive 
old-age savings. Another economic role of the availability of housing finance funds is to provide a multiplier effect on industrial 
growth related to the housing industry as many as 170 industries. 
With a population of 268 million people, the deciles of the Indonesian people are divided into 10 groups, deciles 1 to 4, namely those 
with an income of 1.2 million; 1.8 million; 2.2 million and 2.6 million belong to the category of groups who have difficulty finding 
houses. In this case, the Government provides budget allocations for special housing programs through the management by the 
Ministry of Social Affairs for the poorest community groups. The target of the Tapera Program is a group of people who can afford 
to pay in installments, but still have to be given assistance (in the form of a down payment of Rp. 4 million, an interest rate of 5%, 
and free of VAT). The community groups which are the 5-8 decile group are those who earn Rp. 3.1 million - 5.2 million per month. 
As for the decile group above with an income of Rp. 7 million - Rp. 13.9 million per month, the benefits provided are only in the 
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form of old-age savings. Over time, the decile and income categories will change continuously. The principles of managing the 
Tapera program are the same as other social security programs, namely: mutual cooperation, prudence, benefits, affordability and 
convenience, non-profit, independence, sustainability, justice, accountability, portability, openness, and trust funds. So that the most 
important thing in management here is professionalism and accountability. 
The government provides this Tapera benefit for Low-Income Communities (MBR) who do not have a house to own a house, and 
for non-MBR, the benefits are in the form of old-age savings and home improvement financing. Most of the non-MBR will get 
benefits in the form of old age savings when the maturity comes, namely at the time of retirement. With public funds deposited here, 
careful and accountable management of the Tapera program is very important. BP.Tapera is obliged to guarantee the availability of 
cheap long-term credit funds for MBR and old-age savings with good investment returns for non MBR. Therefore, research on the 
key success factors is very important, to find solutions to the challenges faced in its operations in the future as well as ways to achieve 
successful performance. Furthermore, based on the key success factors, then the next is BP. Tapera can immediately formulate 
strategies (consisting of vision, mission, objectives, strategies, policies), and implementation of strategies (programs, budgets and 
procedures), including others. So the hope that at the beginning of its operations BP. Tapera can run successfully will be achieved, 
and concerns about the emergence of the state's fiscal burden, due to performance failures can be mitigated. 
Literature Review  
Basic Model of Strategic Management and Environmental Scanning 
Based on Wheelen & Hunger (2006), Strategic Management can be defined as a series of managerial decisions and actions that 
determine the company's long-term performance. Several stages in the Strategic Management Model consist of stages of external and 
internal environmental research, stages of strategy formulation (strategic planning or long-term planning), stages of strategy 
implementation, and stages of evaluation and control. The advantages of Strategic Management include: having a clear vision, 
focusing on what is important, and increasing understanding of rapidly changing environments. The 4 (four) elements in the basic 
Management Model are as shown in the figure below. 
Environmental  Strategi  Strategy  Evaluation 
Analysis  Formulation  Implementation  And 
         Control 
 
 
Figure 1: Basic Model of Strategic Management 
Environmental Scanning is a process for monitoring, evaluating and disseminating information originating from the external and 
internal environment to the leaders within the company. The purpose of environmental scanning is to identify the strategic factors, 
both external and internal elements that will determine the company's future. The External Environment is the result of an analysis 
of the Social Environment (economic, regulatory, technological, and socio-cultural factors) and the Industrial Environment (Duty 
Environment) that originates from outside the organization and generates opportunities and threats. The internal environment is the 
result of an analysis of the resources, capabilities, and competencies that come from within the company that produces Strengths and 
Weaknesses. These variables consist of Approaches in Internal Analysis that can use the theory of Business Models (Abraham, 2003; 
Maney, 2003), Resource Based View (Brady & Capell, 2004; Verdin & Williamson, 1994), Resource and Functional Capability 
Scanning (Schein, 1999; Sorenson, 2002), and Value Chain Analysis (Galbraith, 1991; Porter, 1988). 
The order of the topics to be discussed is as follows: 
External Environment Analysis 
External Environmental Analysis begins with a discussion of Societal Environmental Factors which consist of: Economy, 
Technology, Regulation, Socio-Cultural. After the Social Environment Analysis, we discuss the Task Environmental Factors which 
consist of elements: Threat of New Entrants, Bargaining Power of Buyers, Competition Between Existing Firms, Bargaining Power 
of Suppliers, Threat of Substitute Products or Services, Relative Strength of Other Stakeholders (Porter, 2008).  
The discussion of the Social Environmental Analysis considers the current situation and conditions of the business environment in 
Indonesia, including the economy, laws and regulations, technology, and socio-culture. While, for the Task Environment Analysis, 
we will use Porter's Approach to Industrial Analysis (Porter, 1988). Then proceed with the making of the EFAS Table (External 
Factors Analysis Summary) in order to sharpen the analysis of external factors to determine the most important Strategic Factors for 
BP. Tapera and further measure BP. Tapera’s response to these Strategic factors which are Opportunities and Threats from the 
Business Environment (Wheelen & Hunger, 2006) 
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Research and Methodology 
Data and Method 
The data for writing this research were obtained from: 
i. Primary data from the Ministry of Public Works and Public Housing and the Ministry of Finance’s Annual Social 
Insurance/Security Report 
ii. Primary data from the DJSN, BPJS Ketenagakerjaan, BPJS Kesehatan, BPS, Bapertarum, Ministry of Finance, Bank 
BTN, Ministry of Informatics, Ministry of Cooperatives / UMKM, and others 
iii. Primary data comes from Ministry of Finance, Ministry of Cooperatives/MSMEs, Ministry of Information 
Technology. 
iv. Secondary data, derived from written objects, books, literature, newspapers, internet, magazines, and related research 
results. 
 
Data collection methods are demonstrated in Table 1. 
Table 1: Data collection methods 
No.  Analysis Stage Data and info required Data Source Means to collect data  
1. External Analysis Societal analysis consists of trends in 
economics, technology, legislation and 
socioculturalism. There are six factors in 
industrial analysis, namely: Threat of 
New Entrants, Competition of Existing 
Insurance Companies, Threat of 
Substitution of Products or Services, 
Bargaining Position of Buyers, 
Bargaining Position of Suppliers and 
Influence of Other Stakeholders 
newspapers, magazines, 
books, internet, Ministry 
of Finance insurance / 
social security reports, 
literature and 
research & discussion 
results 
 
Collect relevant data 
sources on a regular basis 
and also hold discussions 
with competent resource 
persons as needed. 
 
Findings 
Opportunities and Threats 
In accordance with the External Environmental Analysis above, which consists of Social Environmental Analysis and Industrial 
Environmental Analysis, we can conclude as follows: 
Opportunities (Opportunities) 
Economic growth is still in good condition. 
Based on data from BPS (Central Statistics Agency), Indonesia's economic growth in 2018 was 5.17%, while in 2019 economic 
growth was 5.02%. Meanwhile, based on recorded data, government spending in 2018 was IDR 2,270.7 trillion, continuing to 
increase in 2019 to IDR 2310.2 trillion. Furthermore, GDP Expenditure statistics show a significant increase from year to year. 
Likewise, in terms of credit growth, based on data from Bank Indonesia, MSME credit growth until August 2019 was 13.3%, up 
from 2018 at 9.9%. Meanwhile, the KUR (Micro and Small Loans) program went well, lending increased from Rp. 120 trillion at the 
end of 2018, to Rp. 139.51 trillion at the end of 2019. For Bank BRI, SME loan growth in 2018 was 14.1% to Rp 843.6 trillion and 
in 2019 grew 8.44% to Rp 908.88 trillion. Bank Mandiri and BRI were the pioneers in reducing SME lending rates to below 10%. 
On the other hand, the Government as a competent party, always strives to encourage sustainable economic growth, through fiscal 
and monetary policies even though currently being hit by the global financial crisis, so that the potential for public purchasing power 
to pay contributions remains good. 
High population and number of people working 
Based on statistics, the population in 2019 was 267 million, an increase from the population in 2018 of 265 million. The total 
workforce in 2019 was 136.18 million people, of which 129.36 million people worked, so the potential total contribution would be 
large if many workers registered and participated in the Tapera program. If this goes well, then the Tapera program's objective of 
collecting and providing long-term low-cost funds can be met. 
Membership requirements are mandatory 
Based on Law Number 4 of 2016 concerning Tapera, the provisions regarding participation are as follows: every Worker and 
Independent Worker must participate as a participant, if they have a minimum income equal to the mandatory minimum wage. 
Soeprapto, International Journal of Research in Business & Social Science 10(6) (2021), 42-55 
 
 45 
Independent workers who have income below the minimum wage may join as Participants. In the age category Participants must 
have a minimum age of 20 years or have been married at the time of registration. Of course this is an opportunity to raise big funds. 
High-yielding Tapera fund accumulation 
High returns on fertilizing funds, as investment development is very important for non-MBR participants who receive JHT (Old Age 
Savings). In addition, due to the development of BP. Tapera’s Initial Capital is not sufficient, so the results of fertilizing participant 
funds will also be used for operational costs for BP.Tapera and the Tapera Committee. 
Principles of transparency and accountability 
This principle is one of the Tapera Principles contained in Law Number 4 of 2016 concerning Tapera which is the basis for the 
implementation of this program. With the principles of transparency and accountability, the expected impact is a high level of trust 
from the community that the money collected is actually used for the best interests of the participants in the form of long-term low-
cost housing loans for MBR and Old Age Savings for non-MBR. So that the desire of the community to become participants and 
diligently pay fees is high.  
A culture that supports social security programs 
Mutual cooperation is one of the Tapera Principles that strongly supports the understanding of middle and high income workers (Non 
MBR) on the importance of this program. Where non MBR will help MBR, by making regular contributions for JHT (Old Age 
Savings), which can be taken at retirement in the form of savings and development. Here, educational and persuasive counseling and 
socialization programs need to be carried out to all workers in the region in a sustainable and equitable manner. 
Threats 
Need big funds for service office operational costs 
With a total of 6,793 urban villages and 72,944 villages and 81,253 urban villages spread across the archipelago, with data working 
as many as 129.36 million people out of a total workforce of 136.18 million people in 2019, it will require large funds to open a 
branch office in area. Because this Agency is new and has limited Initial Capital, it is therefore necessary to take strategic alliance 
steps with various parties, including: government agencies, BUMN and private sector, community groups/individuals who already 
have physical infrastructure in the region, so that they are able to provide services in good and affordable. 
Need high IT costs for operations 
The availability of an IT system is required in order to integrate services throughout the region with the head office, which requires 
large funds. Therefore, to be able to provide good service, it is necessary to take strategic alliance steps with various parties who 
have long had technological infrastructure in the region. 
The number of jobs is limited and the number of unemployed is high 
Statistical data for 2019 shows the number of people working as many as 129.36 million people out of a total workforce of 136.18 
million people, so that the number of open unemployment is 5.01%. This does not include other unemployment conditions. With the 
Tapera Program which involves workers from the housing sector and its multiplier effect on workers in 170 related business sectors, 
it is hoped that it will be able to create jobs, so that unemployment is reduced and productivity and the economy are high. 
Layoffs still high, along with potential for bad loans 
The increase in JHT claims due to termination of employment for BPJS Ketenagakerjaan (Employment Social Security Implementing 
Agency), shows the number of layoffs is increasing. The amount of claims in 2019 was Rp. 26.6 trillion, while the value of claims 
in 2018 was Rp. 24 trillion, all of which were dominated by JHT claims of 90%. In line with this, the management of BP. Tapera 
must be cautious about the risk of housing non-performing loans, which are MBR facilities for the income category Decile 5 to 8. 
The role of the Remedial and Repossession Function is an important part of the duties of the Fund Utilization Section. 
High inflation and cost of living 
Real inflation is higher in the consumer demand market, this can be seen in the increase in prices of basic foodstuffs from time to 
time, although Statistics show inflation in 2019 at 2.72%, while inflation in 2018 was at 3.13%. So in reality, the cost of living is 
high. In this Tapera program, the determination of mortgage interest for MBR workers who take mortgages is very low, namely 5%. 
Therefore, the expected impact is a decrease in inflation and the emergence of price stability. 
Inequality of development results 
Based on BPS (Central Statistics Agency) data, the Gini coefficient in 2011 to 2015 was constant at 0.41, while in 2016 the coefficient 
was 0.395 and in 2017 it was 0.392. For 2018 the Gini coefficient is 3.89 and in 2019 it is 3.82. This shows the need for solutions 
from the government for equitable development, one of which is the Tapera Program which aims to meet the needs of a decent living 
for all residents for the availability of cheap and affordable houses. 
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Low public awareness and trust  
Statistics show that the number of BPJS Ketenagakerjaan participants is still small compared to the total population, including 19.2 
million people (14.2%) in 2015, 48 million participants in 2016, 44.9 million participants (37.1%) in 2017. Furthermore, the number 
of participants was 50.5 million in 2018 and as many as 55.2 million participants in 2019. This shows the low interest of the working 
community regarding the importance of this employment Social Security program. This also shows the low level of public awareness 
and trust. The Tapera program is symmetrical to the Employment Social Security program, so it is necessary to have outreach and 
socialization efforts to all regions. The working community needs to be convinced that the application of the Tapera program is 
carried out in a transparent and accountable manner. 
Employer's objections/complaints 
One of the obstacles to the success of the Tapera Program is the objections or complaints of the Employers. It is necessary to 
deliberation and consensus to determine the portion of the contribution that is the obligation of each Worker and Employer. 
Employers need to be convinced that by fulfilling the basic needs of a decent life for workers, in the form of housing, it will improve 
the welfare of workers, which in turn increases the loyalty and productivity of workers. Based on the data, it can be seen that 97.3% 
of Indonesian workers work in the MSME sector, if the groups targeted by the Tapera program are satisfied, their productivity will 
increase, so that the economy will increase significantly. So that in turn GDP increases, then per capita income also increases and is 
accompanied by an increase in the welfare of the population. 
Land prices continue to skyrocket 
Currently the average increase in land prices is already high between 10% to 15%, even in some areas land prices have increased by 
20% to 30% per year. 
Synthesis of External Factors - EFAS (Opportunities and Threats) 
Creating an EFAS Table (Summary of External Factor Analysis) is a method for grouping external factors from the business 
environment into categories of opportunities and threats, to further analyze the ranking of the organization's management in response 
to these external factors. 
Table 2: EFAS of Program Tapera 




No External Factors Weight Rating  Information 
  Opportunity         
1 Economic Growth 0.15 4 0.6 Stiil quite high 
2 Total Population/Worker 0.10 4 0.4 Quite High at 267 millions 
3 Membership requirements are mandatory 0.10 2.5 0.25 Large potential funds 
4 High-yield fund raising 0.05 3.5 0.175 Selection of instruments with high returns 
and measurable risk 
5 Principles of transparency and Accountability in 
operation 
0.05 3 0.15 Participants have more trust and 
confidence 
6 A supportive mutual cooperation culture  0.05 3 0.15 The culture of mutual cooperation and 
humanity, while investing 
No Threats         
1 It takes big costs for service office Operations 0.10 3 0.3 Use a combination of initial capital and 
strategic alliances to collect contributions 
2 Need high IT costs for operations 0.05 3 0.15 Use initial capital and create alliance 
synergy strategies 
3 Layoffs are still high, along with he potential for 
bad loans 
0.05 3 0,15 Effective remedial and repossess 
departments to deal with potential 
failures 
4 Limited work and high unemployment rate 0.05 2.5 0.125 Solutions from Tapera Program with 
multiplier effects on other industries 
5 High inflation and cost of living 0.05 2.5 0.125 Contribution to low price stabilization 
through 5% interest rate 
6 Inequality of development Results 0.05 2.25 0.1125 Equitable solutions in the housing sector 
through the Tapera program 
7 Low public awareness and trust  0.05 2 0.10 The need for persuasive socialization and 
counseling 
8 Employer objections / complaints 0.05 2.5 0.125 Convinced that meeting the needs of a 
decent living for workers will increase 
productivity 
9 Land prices continue to Skyrocket 0.05 2.5 0.125 Creating a land bank and synergizing 
assets belonging to various parties 
  Total Scores 1.00   3.0375   
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Key Success Factors 
In every industry there are usually variables - key success factors - which every company management must understand in order to 
achieve success. Key success factors are variables that can significantly affect the overall competitive position of companies in a 
particular industry and are very important in determining a company's ability to succeed in that industry. Based on the analysis of the 
Societal Environment and the analysis of the Industrial Environment above, the key success factors that can be identified are as 
follows: 
Table 3:  Industry Matrix 








1 Economic Growth 0.15 4 0.6 4 0.6 
2  Total Population/Worker 0.10 4 0.4 4 0.4 
3  Membership     
 Requirements are  
 Mandatory 
0.10 2.5 0.25 4.5 0.45 
4  High-yield fund raising 0.05 3.5 0.175 3 0.15 
5  Principles of  
  transparency and  
  Accountability  
0.05 3 0.15 4.5 0.225 
6  Culture that supports social 
security programs 
0.05 3 0.15 4.5 0.225 
7  Availability of sufficient  
 number of Service  
 Offices 
0.10 3 0.3 4.5 0.45 
8  Availability of integrated  
 IT 
0.05 3 0.15 4.5 0.225 
9  Layoffs are down, credit   
 is smooth 
0.05 3 0.15 4 0.2 
10  Jobs available 0.05 2.5 0.125 4 0.2 
11  Price stability 0.05 2.5 0.125 4.5 0.225 
 12  Equitable development  
 Results 
0.05 2.25 0.1125 2 0.1 
13 Participants' awareness and trust 0.05 2 0.10 4.5 0.225 
14 Employer Support 0.05 2.5 0.125 4.5 0.225 
15 Land bank 0.05 2.5 0.125 4 0.2 
  Total 1.00  3.0375  4.10 
In Industry Matrix groups the key success factors in a particular industry. In table 3 above, the matrix assigns a weight to each factor, 
based on how important that factor is to success in the industry. The matrix also shows how well competitors (Singapore) in the 
industry respond to each factor. The tabulation can be seen in table 3 above. The explanation for determining the rating for each 
factor is as follows:  
High economic growth  
Indonesia's economic growth projection is 5.17% in 2018 and 5.02% in 2019 while Singapore's is 3.3% in 2018 and 1% in 2019. 
Singapore is also feeling the impact of the global economic slowdown and China. However, compared to Indonesia, Singapore's per 
capita income is already above USD 65,641, while Indonesia's is in the range of USD 4,174.9. 
Large Population 
The total population in Indonesia in 2019 was 267 million, while Singapore was 5.704 million. Of course, Indonesia has a greater 
opportunity to raise funds for the Tapera program, but it must also be used to provide housing that has a backlog of 7.6 million in 
2019. Meanwhile, Singapore with a population of 5.704 million people does not need to provide housing as much as Indonesia. 
Singapore enjoys a Per Capita Income that is far above Indonesia, so its welfare is high. 
Implementation of mandatory Tapera membership  
Indonesia and Singapore both require every worker to participate in the Social Security program, but the success rate is different, 
especially for BPJS Ketenagakerjaan whose membership is still 14.2% in 2015 and 37.1% in 2017, while in Singapore almost all 
workers participate in the Social Security program.  
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High yielding Tapera fund accumulation 
The results of the fertilization of BPJS Ketenagakerjaan funds are still quite high in the range of 8-10%, while the Return on 
Investment Services in Singapore is lower. 
The principle of transparency and accountability in operation 
The principle of transparent and accountable implementation is very positive, but the reality is that only 14.2% in 2015 and 37.1% 
in 2017 of workers who became BPJS Ketenagakerjaan participants. So it is necessary to conduct outreach and socialization to all 
regions, by providing easy access to information on services such as seeing the fertilization of funds and the results of their 
investments. Singapore has implemented a housing program since 1968, namely cash withdrawals for flats sold by the Housing and 
Development Board. This was to overcome Singapore's small land area and slum dwellings that year. The Singapore Social Security 
Program is growing rapidly and is successful, with additional Social Security programs such as tuition fees and investments in 
Government business shares. 
Culture of Mutual cooperation and humanity  
Cultural mutual cooperation is the principle of Tapera in Law No. 4 of 2016 concerning Tapera, but in practice this noble culture of 
the heritage of the Indonesian ancestors still needs to be instilled and continuously nurtured in the community, especially workers. 
This is evident from the number of BPJS Ketenagakerjaan participants, which was only 14.2% of Indonesian Workers in 2015. 
Educational and persuasive extension and socialization programs to all regions are very important to be carried out periodically and 
continuously. Meanwhile, in Singapore, workers' obedience to government programs is very high. 
Availability of adequate office/branch services 
At the beginning of the establishment of BP. Tapera, there are not many branch offices opening in the regions. This is due to the 
limited initial capital from the Government, and the collection of workers' contributions is still at an early stage. So that a strategic 
alliance is needed with various parties, both government and private institutions, as well as community groups/individuals. 
Meanwhile, Singapore, with its small area and long experience in the Social Security program, has certainly provided service offices 
that are spread out and close to the location of workers. 
Availability of integrated IT  
Just like opening a branch office, of course the IT system is an infrastructure attached to the physical branch office. So that strategic 
alliances are also needed with various parties, both government and private institutions, as well as community groups/individuals. 
Meanwhile, Singapore with a limited area, of course, already has a complete and evenly distributed IT infrastructure network close 
to the location of workers. 
Decrease Termination of Employment  
Singapore recorded layoffs of less than 400 people in 2015 and as many as 5440 people in the fourth quarter of 2016 and 4800 people 
in the first quarter of 2017, much lower than what happened in Indonesia as many as 87,094 people in 2015 and as many as 12,274 
people in 2016, 9,822 people in 2017. Meanwhile, the leadership of the KSPI labor union claimed that there were layoffs of 20,000-
25,000 workers in 2017. 
Employment Increase  
Based on BPS data, the open unemployment rate in 2019 was 5.01%, while Singapore in the same year had an unemployment rate 
of 2.3%. 
Price stability  
Indonesia had an inflation rate of 3.13% in 2018 and 2.72% in 2019, while Singapore is currently in the inflation rate 0.44%  in 2018 
and 0.57% at 2019.   
Equitable Development Results  
Based on internet data, Singapore is ranked first in Southeast Asia in the Gini coefficient value of 0.452 in year 2019, while Indonesia 
according to the data source has a Gini coefficient of 0.382. (www.regiladoputri.wordpress.com). 
Participants' awareness and trust  
Awareness and trust of BPJS Ketenagakerjaan participants is still low, namely the participation rate of 14.2% in 2015 and 37.1% in 
2017. Meanwhile in Singapore, almost all of its workers participate in the mandatory Social Security program. 
Employer Support  
Employer support in Indonesia still has not shown 100% readiness with the phenomenon of public testing of Law No. 4 of 2016 
concerning Tapera by Apindo (Indonesian Employers Association), although it has not been implemented. The entrepreneur reasoned 
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that there was already a lot of burden on Health and Labor Social Security, plus increased production costs in terms of electricity and 
the cost of imported raw materials. But in the end they supported the Tapera program. Meanwhile, in Singapore, the Social Security 
program is supported by the Employer where the payment of contributions has reached 35.5% of the employee's monthly salary, 
which is 20% of the Employee's salary and the remaining 15.5% of the Employer. 
Land Bank Availability 
Land ownership is very important and must be planned well. Land prices continue to skyrocket per year evenly in various cities in 
Indonesia, with an increase rate of up to 10-30%. For this reason, it is necessary to carry out procurement planning actions in the 5-
year program and to synergize the assets of government agencies to be used as public housing land. Meanwhile, Singapore adheres 
to a flat construction pattern which is a tall dwelling, so the presence of land is not a major problem. 
Discussions 
Results on the EFAS table shows the total BP. Tapera’s weighted score is 3.0375. As is well known, this table uses a weighted score 
range of 1 to 5, with a middle score of 3. The results of the total weighted score of 3.0375 indicate that the BP.Tapera’s response 
rating to strategic factors in the external environment is only moderate, meaning that the prognosis results are only average in current 
conditions. So that in order to be successful in its task, BP Tapera must improve its ability to take opportunities in the external 
environment, along with its ability to cope with threats. 
On Key Success Factor Table, we use a weighted score scale between 1-5, with the middle value is 3, which is the average. The score 
is generated by multiplying the weight by the rating, where 1 is bad and 5 is very good. With Indonesia's score of 3.0375 (the average 
number), this shows that there is still much work to be done in responding to the key strategic factors for success in the Tapera Social 
Security program. Compared to Indonesia, Singapore gets a high score of 4.10 because the implementation of the Housing Guarantee 
program there has been successful and is followed consistently by almost all workers in Singapore. 
The score results in the EFAS table show the number 3.0375, it can be concluded that in the prognosis according to current conditions, 
the performance of BP. Tapera has only average grades. Therefore BP. Tapera must immediately formulate strategies (vision, 
mission, goals, strategies, policies), and implement strategies (programs, budgets and procedures), to achieve long-term successful 
performance. So that solutions to overcome threats and weaknesses can be found and implemented immediately. 
Based on the Key Success Factor table, the implementation of Social Security in the housing sector in Singapore (score 4.10) is 
higher than that of Indonesia (score 3.0375). Therefore, it is necessary to make improvements to implement the points in the Key 
Success Factors.  
Based on the research results above, we have obtained Opportunity and Threats from business environment for BP.Tapera, as follows: 
Opportunities: 
i. Economic Growth is still in good condition. 
ii. High population and number of people working 
iii. Membership requirements are mandatory 
iv. High-yielding Tapera fund accumulation 
v. Principles of transparency and accountability 
vi. A culture that supports social security programs 
Threats: 
i. Need big funds for service office operational costs 
ii. Need high IT costs for operations 
iii. Layoffs still high, along with potential for bad loans 
iv. The number of jobs is limited and the number of unemployed is high 
v. High inflation and cost of living 
vi. Inequality of development results 
vii. Low public awareness and trust 
viii. Employer's objections/complaints 
ix. Land prices continue to skyrocket 
 
Key Success Factors: 
i. High Economic growth  
ii. Large Population/Workers 
iii. Implementation of mandatory Tapera membership  
iv. High yielding Tapera fund accumulation 
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v. Transparent and accountable Tapera administration principles. 
vi. Culture of mutual cooperation and humanity  
vii. Availability of adequate office/branch service.  
viii. Availability of integrated IT  
ix. Decrease Termination of Employment 
x. Employment Increase  
xi. Price stability  
xii. Equitable Development Results  
xiii. Participants' awareness and trust  
xiv. Employer Support  
xv. Land Bank Availability 
Conclusion 
From the research it can be concluded that to achieve long-term successful performance, BP.Tapera must immediately develop and 
apply strategies to implement the key success factors. The strategy must be adapted to BP.Tapera's internal conditions, related to its 
strengths and weaknesses. Thus at the beginning of the operation BP.Tapera, we has been able to identify the key success factors 
first, then develop an implementation strategy. So that we can properly plan for the success of BP.Tapera's performance, where we 
can avoid operational failures that cause BP. Tapera becomes the state's fiscal burden. 
In addition, the theoretical contribution to this research is the implementation of strategic management model theory and Key Success 
Factor theory in the Tapera program which is a social security program in the housing sector. 
This research that conducted on BP. Tapera has some limitations. The first limitation is that this research does not use the 2020/2021 
time setting, a time period in which the worldwide corona pandemic occurs and all countries experience a drastic decline in economic 
growth. Therefore, research that takes the time span of the pandemic, related to social security programs in the housing sector needs 
to be carried out. 
The second limitation is the question that arises whether the research findings apply to other fields, where the context of this research 
uses the Tapera Program which is a Social Security Program in the housing sector. So that the same research needs to be done on the 
Social Security Program in other fields. 
The third limitation is the need for expanded research results, not just stopping at analysis of External Factors (Opportunities & 
Threats) and Key Success Factors, so that further research needs to be carried out related to making implementation strategies in 
achieving key success factors, so that the successful of BP. Tapera's performance in the long term will be achieved. 
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